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Abstract 
This case study analysis to what extent the shift to Web 2.0 technologies required by the latest EU strategies is changing the 
delivery of public services? The following details present an overview of the consequences that Gov 2.0 technologies, embedded 
s at a practical level. The research draws upon an in depth study of 
the Gov 2.0 strategies of the European Union and specifically, four major European economies, namely: Germany, France, Italy 
and the United Kingdom. Furthermore, our aims assess the extent of the shift from Gov 1.0 to Gov 2.0 technologies in the 
declared strategies of those aforementioned countries, and ascertaining the direct results between officially adopted strategies and 
actual practices put in place to foster public sector democracy. 
Keywords: European strategies, public service delivery, Gov 2.0. 
1. Introduction 
Over the last ten years, the adoption of web-based technologies has changed the way government offices provide 
public services. Gov 2.0 can be distinguished from its predecessor Gov 1.0 due to a number of characteristics 
(Chang & Kannan 2008, p. 16; Drapeau & Wells 2009, p. 2; Wigand 2010, p. 168). In a Gov 2.0 environment 
control is decentralized and democratic, content is created by end-users and not only published by government, 
communication is multidirectional and interactive, data is dynamic, users can be producers of content. The objective 
of this paper is to assess how the four major European Member States are adopting Gov 2.0 technologies to provides 
public services to citizens.     
To understand the adoption of a technology we must refer to the theory of nnovations diffusion , which states 
why, how and to what extent new ideas and technologies spread through a certain channel among members of a 
social system. In particular, this theory contains four stages (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971, p. 103): knowledge, that 
implies awareness of an innovation and some understanding of its use; persuasion, when the user has an attitude 
(favourable or not) toward the innovation; decision, when a choice is made to adopt or reject the innovation; and 
confirmation, through a reinforcement for the decision to adopt (or not to adopt). According to this theory, there are 
five characteristics for innovations that can be used to explain the rate of adoption (the speed by which a social 
system adopts an innovation): relative advantage (amount of improvement over existing technology), compatibility 
trialability (how easy it is to experiment with the technology on a limited basis), and observability (how visible is 
the technology to other users). Lastly, Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) define five categories to illustrate those 
: (1) innovators, the first group adopting an innovation, acting as opinion leaders (2) early adopters, the 
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second group to adopt an innovation, and that has a high degree of influence on later adopters, (3) early majority, 
those who are cautious and slower in the adoption process, (4) late majority, adoption occurs after the majority of 
the group has already adopted the innovation (5) laggards, last ones to adopt an innovation and individuals appear to 
have an aversion to change. The stages, characteristics, and categories of adopters described provide a foundation to 
explain technology diffusion.  
The rest of the paper is structured as follows: the second section presents an overview of the strategic plans 
launched by the EU over the last decade in order to strengthen e-government services for citizens and analyzes to 
what extent the four major European countries have defined strategic objectives which imply the use of Gov 2.0 
technologies; the extent to which the shift to Gov 2.0 technologies is changing the delivery of public services in 
practice is presented in the third section; finally, the conclusions summarizes the analysis highlighting advantages 
and challenges of Gov 2.0 development in Europe. 
2. European strategies for Gov 2.0  
In this section we will look at whether the EU and the four Member States have proposed strategic objectives 
which explicitly or implicitly imply the use of Gov 2.0 technologies. 
In 2000 the Member States approved the eEurope initiative, which aimed to exploit the advantages offered by the 
Internet and new ICT, and started the first structured European policy on ICT for governments. To what extent the 
first eEurope initiative was effective in improving online availability of public services is still not clear, but it is 
certain that in 2005 the European Commission decided to reconsider the strategic goal proposed in Lisbon.  
After the revision of the Lisbon strategy, the European Commission lunched a new initiative on ICT (i.e. i2010  
A European information society for growth and employment) on the basis of which the i2010 eGovernment Action 
Plan 2006-2010 was developed. This action plan recognized three (out of five) strategic priorities that related to 
public services for citizens, otherwise referred to as e-democracy and e-participation, but did not explicitly mention 
any Gov 2.0 tool. 
In 2010  the European Commission issued another document on e-government, the European eGovernment 
Action Plan 2011-2015, with ambitious objectives proposed at the 5th Ministerial eGovernment Conference in 
-
Action Plan 2011-2015, there are four political priorities that all European public administrations have to focus on 
within the next five years. All those political priorities relate to public services to citizens, and the first one makes an 
explicit reference to the Gov 2.0 philosophy. The Action Plan 2011-2015, therefore, represented the first official 
document on EU e-government policy that called for the implementation of Gov 2.0 technologies. 
In short, the European Commission has been developing this strategy of using ICT to create effective and 
efficient public services across Member States. Its success can be measured by the growing use of this practice over 
the last decade, while also being encouraged as targets and continual improvements were being made. However, it 
must be noted that, according to the European legal system, Member States are able to choose their own path to 
reach these goals, thus, we consider this anomaly an interesting part of our study in order to illustrate how each 
Member has been employing the use of Gov 2.0. 
In France, the first e-government strategy was launched in 2004 with the ADELE programme which appeared to 
be more ambitious than the European strategies at that time but then a new French plan was presented in 2008. 
Essentially, it had the same objectives of ADELE, but articulated in an greater number of actions.  
In 2000 the German Federal Government defined e-government strategy over a five year period. It was quite 
innovative since it was more focused on citizens needs while also trying to reduce bureaucracy. In 2006 a new e-
government plan was launched in compliance with the European action plan i2010. Recently, a new one-year plan 
was approved to encourage social private and commercial participation as an efficient use of ICT in public 
administrations is a relevant growth driver. Its aims are to bring Germany into a leading position in Europe by 2015.  
The Italian strategy on e-government has been to follow European initiatives with annual guidelines being 
published since 2001. Recently, the Italian Government introduced a new strategic plan (i2012  Innovation 
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while also 
recognizing the importance of e-government to promote innovation. 
In 2005 the UK government launched its strategy on e-government then later superseded with another plan. Its 
idea was exploit the technological  Three main 
strategies of e-government policies were developed around citizens and business, among public administrations, and 
finally, use of ICT among internal governmental services. This was further boosted with 
 
In conclusion, although the four major Member States do not explicitly state the Gov. 2.0 approach and 
technologies in their e-
of interaction with public service using ICT technologies end e-government tools (Orelli et al. 2010b). The French 
and UK governments, especially, have been promoting more concentrated efforts by the part of their administration 
units towards a citizen-centered implementation of ICT, whereas Germany and Italy have focused more on the 
 
 
3. Practices in four major European Member States 
Our analysis focuses on line availability and sophistication of public services for citizens in the four major 
European countries, namely France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom. It is based on the common list of 
twelve basic public services for citizens used by the EU for its annual report about the status of on line public 
services (see for all European commission, 2010). The twelve services for citizens are [1] Income taxes: declaration, 
notification of assessment; [2] Job search services by labour offices; [3] Social security benefits; [4] Personal 
building permission; [7] Declaration to the police (e.g. in case of theft); [8] Public libraries (availability of 
catalogues, search tools); [9] Certificates (birth and marriage) request and delivery; [10] Enrolment in higher 
education/university; [11] Announcement of moving (change of address); [12] Health related services (interactive 
advice on the availability of services in different hospitals; appointments for hospitals). All such information can be 
retrieved from eGoverment Factsheet (Services for citizens section). The analysis is conducted considering only the 
web sites indicated by each central government within its eGovernment Factsheet to measure Gov 2.0 tools in an 
homogeneous way among the four countries. Operationally, with reference to each of the twelve citizen services, we 
verified the presence of each of the eight following Gov 2.0 tools: blogs, microblogs, mashups, podcasts, RSS feeds, 
social networking sites, video sharing, and wikis (Chang & Kannan, 2008, p. 11; WebContent.gov, 2009). 
The French e-government portal for citizens is www.service-public.fr.  This focuses on practical information on 
daily-life events. It provides orientation, documentation, online forms and links to online public services. The portal 
has been improv - . Users can create a personal account enabling them to securely 
manage administrative procedures online. The results of our analysis of the website show a fairly intense usage of 
Gov 2.0 tools, in particular wikis are available for ten services out of twelve, RSS for eight and podcast for five 
(Figure 1). On the other hand, there is no evidence of blogs, microblogs, mashups, and social networking sites, even 
if there is the chance of tagging web sites on social networks. 
The German e-government portal for citizens is www.bund.de. It provides central access to the online services 
with a common e-card strategy for digital identification and authentication, since March 2005. The strategy provides 
a common framework across other platforms such as in e-health and job cards and is based on qualified electronic 
signatures and electronic authentication. Regarding specific availability and sophistication of these digital public 
services, our analysis of the twelve services shows a limited presence of Gov 2.0 tools, restricted to the use of wikis 
in four services and of RSS, social and microblogs for income taxes and personal document services (Figure 1). 
Moreover, we did not find any mashups, podcast and video sharing. 
The Italian e-government portal for citizens is www.italia.gov.it. This aims at improving electronic participation 
of citizens through a more intense use of digital communication technologies. It helps people to directly access sites 
with public administrations. Digital identification and authentication, is comprised of an electronic ID card with a 
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microchip, an optical memory and an ICAO machine readable zone for the use of the card as a travel document. The 
alysis shows a reasonable use of Gov 2.0 technologies. In particular, wikis and RSS are 
available in seven and six services out of twelve respectively and the only Gov. 2.0 tools that are not used are 
mashups and podcast. 
The U.K. e-government portal for citizens is www.direct.gov.uk. It provides easy and effective digital access to 
all public services and related information and organised on major public services areas (e.g., health, education, 
employment) and on target customer groups (e.g., parents, disabled people, youth). Users are required to register in 
order to use online services and subsequently transact securely with the respective departments. Regarding specific 
availability and sophistication of these digital public services, the analysis of the website reveals the widest use of 
Gov 2.0 tools (Figure 1) among the four countries. Specifically, microblogs, social networking sites, video sharing 
and wikis are available almost for all the twelve services, whereas there only two services (public libraries and 
announcement of moving) without any Gov 2.0 tool. 
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[1] IncTax  G, U   I G, U U F, G, I, U 
[2] JobSea I I, U   F, G, I U U F, G, I, U 
[3] SocSec  U   F, I U F, I, U F, G, I, U 
[4] PerDoc  G, U  F F, G, I, U I, U I, U F, G, U 
[5] CarRe  U  F F U U F, U 
[6] BuiPer    F F  U F, I, U 
[7] DecPol  U    U U F, I, U 
[8] PubLib    F F, I    
[9] Cert  U    U U F, U 
[10] HigE  U  F F G, U U F, I, U 
[11]AnnM        F 
[12] Hea     F, I  I I, U 
Figure 1. Gov 2.0 tools for citizens in France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom 
Notes. [1] IncTax = Income taxes: declaration, notification of assessment; [2] JobSea = Job search services by labour offices; [3] SocSec = Social 
mported cars); [6] 
BuiPer = Application for building permission; [7] DecPol = Declaration to the police (e.g. in case of theft); [8] PubLib = Public libraries 
(availability of catalogues, search tools); [9] Cert = Certificates (birth and marriage): request and delivery; [10] HigE = Enrolment in higher 
education/university; [11] AnnM = Announcement of moving (change of address); [12] Hea = Health related services (interactive advice on the 
availability of services in different hospitals; appointments for hospitals). Countries: F = France; G = Germany; I = Italy; U = The United 
Kingdom 
4. Conclusions 
The objective of the paper was to understand how said differences in the strategic emphases reflected on the way 
the four European countries delivered public service through Gov 2.0 technologies in concrete terms. The results of 
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our empirical analysis show that the four countries analyzed are characterized by different models regarding the use 
of Gov 2.0 technologies by central administrations. The UK shows a deeper use Gov 2.0 tools, focused on a limited 
number of tools (microblogs, social network sites, video sharing and wikis) while France and Italy show a narrower 
use of Gov 2.0 tools. France presents a development of Gov 2.0 on a limited number of tools (mainly podcast, RSS 
and wikis), as well as the UK, whereas Italy has all the Gov 2.0 tools (except for mashups and podcast). Germany 
presents a rather scarce use of Gov 2.0 technologies, condensed within the areas of microblogs, RSS, social 
networking sites and wikis. 
If we consider the five adopter categories identified in the framework of innovations diffusion by Rogers & 
Shoemaker (1971), we find that the UK plays the role of the innovator, being the first country largely adopting Gov 
2.0, while early adopter characteristics can be found in France and Italy. Due to the slower progress in the Gov 2.0 
adoption process Germany seems to represent an early majority. Today, in general terms, the major EU countries 
seem to be placed between the decision and the confirmation stage of the innovation diffusion theory due to a lack 
of explicit decisions to adopt Gov 2.0 tools at a strategic level, even if the practices clearly demonstrate to different 
extents such adoption. In order to strengthen both strategies and practices in the EU, an explicit reinforcement for 
the decision to adopt Gov 2.0 technologies may be highly beneficial. 
The four countries have developed different strategic focuses with which the four countries analyzed have 
implemented ICT to provide public services over the last decade and this may explain the reason for such a 
heterogeneity amongst said countries. For example, Italy and Germany seem to be more focused on taking 
advantage of the advantages of e-government in order to reduce bureaucracy and improve the efficiency of public 
administrations. Conversely, France has always focused on strategies more ambitious than the EU guidelines on e-
government, trying to achieve both modernization of public administrations and improvement in the quality of 
public services for citizens. The UK, right from the start has concentrated on an e-government strategy that has been 
ocesses. Thus, it 
is not surprising that the ICT-enabled public services provided by central government in the UK tend to be more 
interactive and user-oriented than those in Germany and Italy. 
As all results, the results of the analysis must be considered in taking in to account the limits. Notably, due to 
impossibility of evaluating business online services access to whom is restricted to subjects that can prove the status 
of a company, this work focuses mostly on citizen oriented services. Furthermore, to ensure comparability among 
different countries we focused on Gov 2.0 tools found in a limited number of sites, listed in the Factsheets, directly 
identified by each country as the best cases example of e-government development. Lastly, it is important to note 
that while at this stage of analysis we were able to measure the presence of different Gov 2.0 tools, it would have 
been also interesting to judge the intensity of use and this could represent a key area of interest for further research. 
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